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DETAILED ACTION 
Introduction 

1 . This FINAL office action is in response to communications received on April 16, 2008. 
Claims 1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 12, 15, 16, and 19-21 have been amended. Claims 3, 4, 10, 11, 17, and 18 
have been cancelled. Claims 1, 2, 5-9, 12-16, and 19-21 are pending. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's amendments to the claims are sufficient to overcome the objections to the 

claims as set forth in the previous office action. 

3. A new rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, has been necessitated by 
amendment. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1, 2, 5-9, 12-16, and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

Regarding claims 1, 8, and 15, "a splitting algorithm" that determines how time is to be 
allocated among multiple people performing the same role constitutes new matter. There is not 
sufficient disclosure to satisfy the written description requirement, as "a splitting algorithm" is 
mentioned in the specification only in passing. For purposes of examination, Examiner has 
interpreted "a splitting algorithm" as any means that allocates time among multiple people 
performing the same role. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered by the Examiner. In particular, 
Applicant argues regarding independent claims 1, 8, and 15, that (1) neither Hertel-Szabadi nor 
Bansal teach selecting a split of the role based on time among multiple people when multiple 
people are selected for the same role, that (2) neither Hertel-Szabadi nor Bansal teach a splitting 
algorithm that determines how time is to be allocated among multiple people performing the 
same role, and that (3) all dependent claims are allowable as a result. 

Regarding argument (1), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner cites Bansal, par. 
58, lines 8-11, which clearly state, "data may be allowed to span multiple cells in the same 
column (e.g. if two or more field service personnel are needed or recommended for a particular 
activity)." This clearly teaches multiple people being selected for the same role. Looking at 
Figure 2, roles are assigned in a timeline, and so selecting a split of the role based on time is 
clearly taught. 

Regarding argument (2), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Examiner cites Bansal, par. 
67, which states, "Each list box 234, when activated, may be designed to list the available 
selections or to display a window enabling multiple selections." Looking at 234 in Fig. 2, it 
includes an employee selection drop-down list (234b), from which multiple employees may be 
selected. Combined with the teaching in par. 58 and 68 of allocating time among multiple 
people performing the same role as shown in Figure 2 (described above in the response regarding 
argument (1)), Bansal clearly teaches a splitting algorithm for allocating time among multiple 
people performing the same role. 
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Regarding argument (3), Examiner respectfully disagrees. Dependent claims are not 
allowable as per the response to arguments (1) and (2) above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 5-9, 12-16, and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hertel-Szabadi (US 2003/0236692) in view of Bansal et al. (US 2007/0219842 
Al). 

Regarding claims 1, 8, and 15, Hertcl-Szabadi teaches a system, method, and computer 
readable medium for: 

assigning human resources to tasks in a project plan (par. 7, lines 1-3 state "A project 
workforce management system defines project tasks, project positions, and assigns personnel to 
the project positions"), comprising: 

a database of people, wherein each person (resource) in the database includes an 
associated set of role capabilities (project positions) (claim 1, lines 6-8 state "generating a list of 
matching resources by comparing the requirements of the one or more project positions with a 
resource database."); 

a plan analysis system that analyzes the project plan and determines all of the roles 
required for the project plan (par. 18, lines 1-4 state "Proceeding to block 220, the requirements 
and tasks of the project 105 may be structured as project tasks 110 and the positions (roles) have 
to be estimated and structured as project positions 115." Also, see Fig. 2, which shows the 
project position creation step.); 
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a matching system which, for each role, identifies a subset of people from the database 
who are capable of fulfilling the role (par. 20, lines 7-8 state "The engine may use filter functions 
to determine the available resources 120 to match with the project positions 115." Also, see Fig. 
3, which shows the filtering of eligible resources (people)); 

a selection system which, for each role, selects at least one person from the subset of 
people to fulfill the role (par. 23, lines 1-4 state "Proceeding to block 320, the program manager 
may now select a resource 120 from all the available resources. Because the filters were used, 
only qualified, available resources are shown." Also see Fig. 3, which shows the resource 
selection step.); and 

an allocation system that assigns people to a list of tasks for the project plan, wherein 
each task specifies at least one role, and each role specifies the at least one person selected to 
fulfill the role (par. 25, lines 2-5 state "the program manager may now assign a resource 120 to a 
project position 115. When a resource 120 that occupies a project position 1 15 is further 
assigned to a project task 1 10, this assignment is called deployment," and par. 19, lines 5-8 state 
"The correlation describes what project position (role) 1 15 is responsible to work on a project 
task 110. It is possible to correlate one project position 1 15 to several project tasks 110"). 

Hertel-Szabadi does not teach wherein the selection system selects a split of the role 
based on time among people when multiple people are selected for the same role; and 

a splitting algorithm that determines how time is to be allocated among multiple people 
performing the same role. 

Bansal teaches wherein the selection system selects a split of the role based on time 
among people when multiple people are selected for the same role (fig. 2, par. 58, 68); and 
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a splitting algorithm that determines how time is to be allocated among multiple people 
performing the same role (fig. 2, par. 58, 67, 68). 

The inventions of Hertel-Szabadi and Bansal pertain to allocating qualified workers to 
work. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled in the art could have 
combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no change in their respective 
functions, as Bansal does not teach away from or contradict Hertel-Szabadi, but rather, teaches a 
function that was not addressed. The claimed invention is merely a combination of old and well- 
known elements, and the combination would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention. Thus, it would have been obvious to combine the 
teachings, motivated by the increased flexibility of being able to split roles among multiple 
people. 

Regarding claims 2 and 9, Hertel-Szabadi teaches a system and method wherein: 

the selection system comprises a graphical user interface that allows a planner to select 
the at least one person (par. 28, lines 1-2 state "These process 200 can be accomplished by a 
consulting manager or by a (potential) project manager using software on a computer." These 
process 200 includes the selection of at least one person to fill the role. It is inherent that the 
selection system would comprise a graphical user interface.). 

Regarding claims 5, 12, and 19, Hertel-Szabadi does not teach a system, method, and 
computer readable medium wherein by default, the roles are split equally among the multiple 
people selected to fulfill the single role. 

Bansal teaches a system and method wherein by default, the activities are split equally 
among the multiple people selected to fulfill the single activity (because personnel are first 
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chosen to fulfill an activity and then the activity is scheduled into the calendar, by default, 
personnel assigned to an activity split it equally based on time. par. 55, lines 7-10 state "The 
dispatcher may employ the Assignment Manager to make a cost-effective decision to assign and 
schedule the selected activity"). 

The inventions of Hertel-Szabadi and Bansal pertain to matching qualified workers with 
work. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled in the art could have 
combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no change in their respective 
functions, as Bansal docs not teach away from or contradict Hertel-Szabadi, but rather, teaches a 
step that was not addressed. Additionally, the combination would have yielded predictable 
results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to combine the teachings of Hertel-Szabadi with the teachings of Bansal, motivated by 
the advantage of saving time by not always having to designate the manner in which the activity 
is split between personnel. 

Regarding claims 6 and 13, Hertel-Szabadi teaches a system and method wherein: 
the matching system identifies the subset of people based on the role capabilities of the 
people in the database (par. 21, lines 1-7 state "Proceeding to block 310, the engine may further 
filter the resources by matching qualifications. . . . The engine may compare the resource 
qualifications to the project position 115 requirements."). 

Regarding claims 7 and 14, the Hertel-Szabadi teaches a system and method wherein: 
each person in the database further includes an associated set of attributes selected from 
the group consisting of: geographic location and division within an organization (par. 20, lines 9- 
13 state "In block 305, the engine filters the resources 120 according to their assignment to 
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organizational units (e.g. to search only in certain departments). Thus, a program manager may 
choose to search the entire organization for a resource 120, or may limit the search to one or 
more departments." Thus, it is inherent that division within an organization information is 
associated with each person in the database.). 

Regarding claim 16, Hertel-Szabadi teaches that the resources comprise human 
resources (Abstract, lines 5-8 state "each project position may be assigned to a specific 
person..."). 

Regarding claim 20, Hertel-Szabadi does not teach wherein by default the amount of 
time split for each role among the multiple people is determined based on an input from a 
planner. 

Bansal teaches a graphical user interface in which all activities are assigned and 
scheduled by an assignment manager (planner), including the time-based splitting of an activity 
among multiple personnel (Fig. 2, par. 67, 68). 

The inventions of Hertel-Szabadi and Bansal pertain to matching qualified workers with 
work. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled in the art could have 
combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no change in their respective 
functions, as Bansal does not teach away from or contradict Hertel-Szabadi, but rather, teaches a 
step that was not addressed. Additionally, the combination would have yielded predictable 
results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the increased managerial oversight. 

Regarding claim 21, Hertel-Szabadi does not teach wherein the selecting means 
comprises a graphical user interface. 
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Bansal teaches a graphical user interface in which personnel are selected for an activity 
(Fig- 2). 

The inventions of Hertel-Szabadi and Bansal pertain to matching qualified workers with 
work. All the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one skilled in the art could have 
combined the elements as claimed by known methods with no change in their respective 
functions, as Bansal does not teach away from or contradict Hertel-Szabadi, but rather, teaches a 
step that was not addressed. Additionally, the combination would have yielded predictable 
results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to combine the teachings, motivated by the advantage in ease of use provided by 
employing a graphical user interface. 
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Conclusion 

8 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jaime Cardenas-Navia whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1525. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 9:30AM - 8:00PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Van Doren can be reached on (571) 272-6737. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

July 22, 2008 

/J. CI 

Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



/Beth V. Boswell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3623 



